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REMARKS 

Applicants have carefully reviewed the Office Action mailed March 29, 2005, Favorable 
reconsideration is respectfully requested in lig^ht of the above amendments and the following 
comments. Claims 1, 7 and 10 have been amended to more particularly describe the invention. 
No new matter has been added as a result of these amendments, which are fully supported in the 

specification. 

Applicants respectfully traverse the Examiner's rejection of claims 1, 3, 7 and 9-1 1 under 
35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as anticipated by Mendez et al., U.S. Patent No, 5,463,374. hi order to 
anticipate, the cited reference must disclose each and every claimed element. Mendez et al. fail 
to do so. 

In particular, each of the independent claims requires that data, whether used in 
controlling a wireless apparatus control system (such as remote entry) or a wireless tire condition 
monitoring system, is transmitted using the same data format, the same frequency, the same 
communication speed and flie same modulation method. Mendez ct al. do not disclose this. 
While the cited reference does disclose using a common communication format, the reference 
does not specifically describe using the same data fonnat, the same frequency, the same 
communication speed and the same modulation method. 

Consequently, the cited reference fails to describe each and every claimed element and 
thus cannot be considered as anticipatory. Favorable reconsideration is respectfully requested. 

Applicants respectfully traverse the Examiner's rejection of claims 2, 4-6, 8 and 12-14 
under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as unpatentable over Mendez et al., U.S. Patent No. 5,463,374, in view 
of Otterbach et al., U.S. Publication No. 2003/0184447. Mendez et al, are distinguished above as 
failing to describe the invention of independent claims 1, 7 and 10, fcom which each of claims 2, 
4-6, 8 and 12-14 depend. Claims 2, 4-6, 8 and 12-14 add additional elements and are similarly 
patentable over Mendez et al. 

Otterbach et al, are reUed upon by the Examiner to add certain elements, but Applicants 
note that Otterbach et al. describe a wired system and therefore cannot be considCTcd as 
describing a wireless system. Consequently, Otterbach et al, fail to remedy the noted 
shortcommgs in ttie wireless system taught by Mendez et al. Favorable reconsideration is 
lespectfiiUy requested. 
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Reexamination and reconsideration are respectfully requested. It is respectfuUy 
submitted that aU pending claims are now in condition for allowance. Issuance of a Notice of 
Allowance in due course is requested. If a telephone conference might be of assistance, please 
contact the undersigned attorney at (612) 677-9050. 



Date: 



Respectfully submitted, 
Youichi Okubo et al. 




David M. Crompton, R^sg. No. 36J^2 
CROMPTON, SEAGER & TUFTE, LLC 
1221 Nicollet Avenue, Suite 800 
Minneapolis, MN 55403-2420 
Telephone: (612)677-9050 
Facsimile: (612)359-9349 
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